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Introduction

House Joint Resolution No. 125 of the 1988 Session of the General Assembly
established this subcommittee to study off-site road improvements, local
zoning and subdivision authority, and the impact of land development on the
public infrastructure. The study was a continuation of the study by the
Governor's Commission on Transportation in the Twenty-First Century, which
considered a wide range of funding options for localities in meeting road
needs but never fully addressed this aspect of its work in its final report.

The joint subcommittee elected Delegate C. Richard Cranwell as chairman
and Mr. Joseph Alexander, a member of the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors,
as vice-chairman at its initial meeting in Richmond on June 7, 1988, Other
members of the joint subcommittee included Delegates Thomas M. Jackson, Jr. of
Hillsville and Robert Tata of Virginia Beach, Senators Charles J. Colgan of
Prince William and Mark L. Earley of Chesapeake, and Mr. Harold Heischober, a
member of the Virginia Beach City council.

The joint subcommittee thereafter held a series of five public hearings
throughout the state: Chesapeake (July 25), Abingdon (August 31), Prince
William (November 16), Charlottesville (December 7), and Richmond (December
8). . Recommendations were determined at a final meeting in Richmond on
December 19, 1988.

THE PROBLEM FACING HIGH-GROWTH LOCALITIES

Constitutional requirements, statutory provisions, Virginia court
decisions, and general case law place significant constraints on the ability
of a locality to use capital improvement plans, public facilities ordinances,
and other land use and planning techniques to control or limit the pace of
development. The capital budgets of localities where significant growth is
taking place thus face a heavy burden in meeting public facility demands.
Evidence presented to the joint subcommittee as well as in numerous other
forums in recent years indicate that local governments have not been able to
keep up with this demand from existing resources. Recent efforts hy the
Commonwealth, as in expanded funding for roads, provide valuable assistance
but fall well short of fully and completely closing the gap.

Growth and Development in Virginia

Virginia is one of the most rapidly growing states in the nation. The
Commonwealth's population has increased from 5,356,818 in 1980 to an estimated
5,903,700 in 1987, and increase of more than ten percent and well above the
national average. In fact, only five other states (California, Texas,
Florida, Georgia, and Arizona) show a higher numerical increase during the
same period. ({(footnote 1)



Most of the growth is concentrated in the "Golden Crescent." The
University of Virginia's Center for Public Service describes the Crescent as
an area:

anchored at its end points by the population centers
of Baltimore/Washington and Norfolk. Charlottesville
and Richmond lie along its rim. Its framework is
formed by the three major U.S. highways that connect
these cities: I-64, 1-95, and U.S. 29,

Within the Crescent, the Northern Virginia and Norfolk-Virginia
Beach-Newport News areas have grown at rates of 20 and 16 percent respectively
since 1980. These two areas account for three-fourths of the state's total
population growth.

The Richmond and Charlottesville metropolitan areas have grown at a more
moderate rate. The county portions of these metropolitan areas nevertheless
have experienced growth rates above the state average, and growth is
accelerating at a more rapid rate than in the last decade.

Population growth increasingly is becoming the pattern within the Crescent
in the areas adjacent to the metropolitan centers: between Richmond and
Charlottesville, north between Charlottesville and Northern Virginia, and in
the once very rural areas of Eastern Virginia. In fact, an examination of the
Table in the Appendix (Al-6) will show that these suburbanizing localities
have experienced some of the highest growth of all since 1980. The fastest
growing county in the state, for example, has been Gloucester County.

The picture is quite different outside the Golden Crescent, where only two
small areas grew at comparable rates. Frederick and Warren counties no doubt
experience some of the spillover from Northern Virginia. Bedford and Franklin
counties lie in proximity to the Lynchburg and Roanoke metropolitan areas.
While these two metropolitan areas have grown only by one to two percent, the
two counties have experienced higher growth both from spillover and from
recreational and retirement development. Very modest increases, or actual
decreases in some rural counties, are the rule elsewhere.

These patterns are expected to hold true for the coming decade. The
Virginia Department of Planning and Budget's last series of projections called
for an increase from 6,096,700 in 1990 to 6,664,600 in 2000, a growth rate of
9.3 percent (footnote 2). More recently, however, the United States Bureau of
the Census estimated that the state's population will be 6,157,000 in 1990 and
will grow to 6,877,000 in 2000, an increase of 11.7 percent. The state
projections are expected to be updated later this year and probably will show
that the projections made earlier needed to be adjusted.

In addition to the population data, the joint subcommittee considered
statistics on traffic growth prepared at its request by the Virginia
Department of Transportation (footnote 3). The Department concluded that the
population data were a better predictor of growth than were the traffic
projections on a jurisdiction by jurisdiction basis. The traffic count
program for selected locations produce a good annual statewide estimate of
vehicle miles of travel but are not sufficient for estimates by locality. In
addition, the Department does not produce estimates for cities.

.



The traffic data nevertheless produce a regional picture which supports
the analysis of growth based on population. Daily vehicle miles of travel in
the state increased from 73.4 million in 1980 to 98.7 million in 1987, or 34.6
percent. The Department estimates that by 1990 daily vehicle miles of travel
will be 109.6 million and will reach 151 million by 2000, representing an
increase of 53 percent for the next decade and a more than doubling in the
twenty year period. A major portion of that growth has and will continue to
occur in Northern Virginia, with increases significantly above the state
average also found in the Richmond, Peninsula, Southeastern Virginia,
Charlottesville, and Shenandoah Valley areas.

The series of public hearings confirmed the statistical impression that
the problem is concentrated in the Golden Crescent. Interest was very high at
the Northern Virginia, Tidewater, and Richmond hearings and, taking into
account the smaller area, in Charlottesville., Little local interest was shown
at the Southwest Virginia hearing, on the other hand. The Rural Planning
Caucus actively has represented the interests of its members. It appears to
the joint subcommittee, however, that the primary concern came from the group
of counties within or on the fringe of the Golden Crescent who are
experiencing spillover growth from the main metropolitan areas and who would
fall within the area which the joint subcommittee recommends for inclusion in
its legislative recommendations.

The joint subcommittee concluded that growth and its development

consequences was not a .statewide issue. It therefore addresses its
recommendations to the areas of growth.

The Costs of Development and Growth

Local governments, developers, the business community, and citizens
disagree on the means to finance capital improvements to meet the demand
caused by population growth. On one point, however, there was little
disagreement. The cost of expanding the public infrastructure to meet demand
in the high growth areas far exceeds the capacity of local governments from
existing funding sources alone.

A comprehensive assessment of local government infrastructure needs has
not been compiled. An inventory of a cross section of growing counties and
cities by the Virginia Municipal League is included in the Appendix (A7-18).
Testimony and data from individual localities across the state at our public
hearings, however, clearly documented the point.

Loudoun County projects non-transportation capital improvement
e needs of $210 million and primary and secondary road needs in
excess of $300 million over the next six years.

e Prince William County projects a road building shortfall of $300
million over the next ten years.

The Virginia Department of Transportation's six year plan for
highway funding for Fairfax County has a $584 million shortfall.

¢ The County's Advisory Transportation Commission determined that a
minimum of $200 million needs to be spent on construction projects
in Fairfax each year.



Virginia Beach's capital improvement program for the next five
s years calls for spending almost $600 million. Its road needs
alone to 2005 are put at $800 million.

Newport News' capital improvements program identified almost $245
million in high priority projects, excluding water projects, over

* the next five years. Approximately $95 million is for
transportation. The city estimates that it would need to incur
$196 million in new indebtedness for meet these needs.

e (Chesapeake estimates its road needs at $700 million until the year
2000.

Similar reports were forthcoming from locality after locality in the
Golden Crescent. An examination of the plethora of legislation introduced in
recent sessions of the General Assembly requesting additional conditional
zoning powers or the authority to impose impact fees for roads and other
off-site capital improvements emphasize the need. The joint subcommittee
finds that the shortfall between capital improvement needs for roads and other
infrastructure and existing local resources and state assistance is not
disputed. The issue then is what to do about it.

Joint Subcommittee Focus

The entire community traditionally has borne the cost of public
improvements out of general fund revenues and through the issuance of general
obligation bonds in cases where appropriate, e.g. school construction.
Revenue bonds in other instances relate the cost of improvements to those who
will benefit, as in the case of water and sewer bonds supported by connection
and user fees, or, in some instances, roads underwritten by tolls.

The proffer system has been used to directly enable new development to pay
some of its costs in some localities, particularly those in Northern Virginia
operating under the "old" conditional zoning provisions of § 15.1-491 of the
Code of Virginia. More recently, special transportation and other taxing
districts in limited instances have been authorized. During the course of its
public hearings, the ijoint subcommittee also heard a myriad of local tax and
fee proposals aimed at helping defray capital improvement costs.

Developers argue with some justification that development in the long run
does help pay for itself. The local economy expands, jobs are created, and
property, sales and other taxes are generated. The problem with this
perspective is that it fails to address the heavy capital resources which the
locality must expend at the outset to provide services to the new
development. Traditional funding methods inevitably require the existing
community to bear a disproportionate part of that burden.

The joint subcommittee at its initial meeting discussed and agreed to hear
evidence as to the impact of development and rapid growth on the entire local
public infrastructure, acknowledging that rapid growth places high burdens on
the capital budgets of local governments for a range of activities.
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As the study developed, and as we believe was the intent of House Joint
Resolution No. 125, two topics became the primary focus:

requiring new development to pay at least a part of the heavy
e up-front costs of capital improvements which can be attributed to
the development itself.

e providing in particular a means by which road improvements may be
financed.

We have not directly tried to address the entire range of public
infrastructure problems, although we think that our recommendations will also
help in this area by (i) freeing up capital funds that otherwise might have
gone to transportation for other types of improvements and {ii) by allowing a
wider range of growing localities the opportunity to use the more flexible
proffer system now used in Northern Virginia to address other infrastructure
concerns which often are more site-specific than roads.

RECOMMENDATION 1: ROAD IMPACT FEES
FOR HIGH GROWTH LOCALITIES

The joint subcommittee recommends that certain localities in the
Commonwealth which are experiencing high rates of growth be authorized to
enact impact fee ordinances to assist in meeting the cost of road improvements
necessitated by development caused by that growth. The proposed legislation
may be found in the Appendix pages A22-27, and is explained below.

The Use of Impact Fees Nationally

The exact number of localities across the country using impact fees is not
available, but several surveys have sampled national usage. An extensive 1985
survey by the Homer Hoyt Center for Land Economics and Real Estate of Florida
State University reported that 58 percent of the cities anrd counties surveyed
collected cash payments or fees for some capital improvements {footnote 4).

According to the Florida State survey, impact fees for road improvements
are commori, ranking only behind the provision of water and sewer lineg in
frequency of use. Approximately one—four of the localities which receive cash
payments or fees report that they do so for roads. Impact fees are less often
imposed for police and fire facilities, housing for low income, and solid
waste facilities, and rarely imposed for school construction. Less than seven
percent of the localities in the survey reported collecting fees for school
facilities.

Most states have not specifically enacted a statewide impact fee
authorization law. A majority of localities imposing fees seem to have done
so under general zoning and subdivision authority and favorable judicial
interpretation. Also to be borne in mind is the extent of home rule authority
in many states which would act against the need for legislative action. Some
state legislatures also have authorized fees for individual localities by
special act. A Virginia locality would need specific legislative
authorization to impose impact fees.



Some states are prominent for the extensive impact fee systems developed
by some of their localities, including Florida, California, Colorado, and
Oregon. Arizona by general law for several years has authorized impact fees.
The joint subcommittee examined this statute but found it lacking in specific
direction, especially in light of recent judicial decisions providing more
specific guidelines. Of more relevance to the joint committee was the 1987
Texas act authorizing impact fees which was cited in testimony to the joint
subcommittee by an expert in the field, Mr. Gus Bauman of the Washington firm
of Beveridge and Diamond, as perhaps the best state model.

The Advantages of Impact Fees

The joint subcommittee's conclusion was that, while not having replaced
the more longstanding exactions of land dedications and developer construction
or installation of facilities, the impact fee approach is becoming
increasingly popular and has a number of advantages to recommend it. Impact
fees:

o Shift capital improvement costs to the development which gives
rise to the need.

e Provide new facilities at the same time or as nearly
thereafter as possible as development takes place.

e Replace uncertainty with certainty with regard to developer's
costs and local government's revenue flow.

e Spell out the impacts of development openly and explicitly from
the start through public hearings and clear statements of
assumptions and plans.

e Apply where a change in zoning is not required and thus
where negotiable exactions are less likely.

The Necessary Elements of an Impact Fee Ordinance

“"Rational nexus" has emerged as the test by which the legality of an
impact fee system is to be judged. Essentially, the rational nexus test
requires that impact fees meet two standards.

A reasonable connection must exist between growth from new
* development and the need for public facilities to serve that
growth.

A connection must exist between the expenditure of the funds
¢ collected through impact fees and a benefit to be received by the
development which pays the fee.

The first standard aliows the cost of public improvements necessitated at
least in part by new development to be charged to that development. On the
other hand, new development cannot be required to pay for new facilities which
will only benefit existing development. In this sense., then, impact fees are
prospective only and will not allow a locality to "catch up" on public
improvements which should but have not been made.
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In order to meet this standard, it is necessary to take into account the
fact that new development may already have contributed to the existing
facilities, or will be required to do so in the future. For instance, the
property on which development will take place has paid property taxes in past
years and owners of the developed property will pay taxes in the future. To
the extent that these taxes have been or will continue to be used to pay for
public improvements through general obligation debt retirement or in some
other fashion, they should be taken into account.

In addition, it is possible that residents of the new development in the
future may be making contributions towards the public improvements in ways
other than impact fees. Consider, for example, gasecline taxes which may pay
at least a partial share of the funding of road improvements.

An impact fee system will take these types of contributions and payments
into account to ensure that development pays a fair share only of improvements
directly attributable at least in part to it.

Likewise, an impact fee system should recognize the value of off-site
construction or installation, dedications, and contributions which may have
been made already by the developer to meet needs from the new development.

The second standard seeks to ensure that funds collected from an impact
fee will be spent substantially for the benefit of those who pay the fee.
However, the development paying the fee does not have to be the exclusive
beneficiary of the facility which is to be constructed. A non-technical
standard, "expected use," generally will suffice. The principle of benefit
also requires that the facility will be accessible to the occupants of the new
development. In actual practice, location is the linchpin of the second .
standard, and the approach to meeting this standard is to establish some
service district or service range which will meet the "expected use" criterion.

The benefit principle also raises the matter of timing. For how long must
feepayers wait for the facility for which they have paid? Facilities
generally must be constructed within a reasonable period of time to meet the
standard, and impact fees authorizations generally can ensure this standard
best by requiring some reasonable time period within which the facilities must
be constructed. In turn, an ordinance should provide for a refund of impact
fees if the facilities are not constructed within that time.

Summary of the Road Impact Fee Proposal

The joint subcommittee's draft of legislation authorizing impact fees for
road improvements is contained in the Appendix (Al19~27). The following brief
explanation of the draft will be useful.

Section 1 applies the legislation to rapidly growing localities of the
state. The ten percent population growth threshold rounds off the state's
overall estimated growth of 10.4 percent so far for the 1980's and is in the
mid-range between the Department of Planning and Budget and United States
Census Bureau estimates for the 1990-2000 period. Localities thus will be
able to grow into eligibility in the future if rapid growth gpreads to those
areas. The subcommittee would substitute growth from 1980 to the most recent
year for which population estimates are available from the Center for Public
Service of the University of Virginia for the census data until the 1990
census figures are reported.



Section 2 requires eligible cities, counties, and towns to adopt
ordinances which are in compliance with the act if they want to impose the
impact fees. This will provide uniformity and ensure that each locality
addresses the necessary legal standards. The definitions contained in the
section are intended to emsure that impact fee systems are used to meet demand
caused by new development.

Section 3 requires the locality to establish one or more service districts
having clearly related traffic needs, and to spend impact fees collected in
the district for that district. The benefits standard of the rational nexus
test thus will be met. At the same time, it is neither necessary nor
desirable that a service district be drawn so narrowly that it is exclusively
for one particular road project, and the section makes it clear that related
projects may be encompassed into one service district.

Section 4 requires a needs assessment which is essential to determining
the allocations between existing and new development. It also leads to the
development of a roads improvement plan for the service district.

Section 5 authorities adoption of an ordinance establishing a impact fee
system and a schedule of fees.

Section 6 specifies that the amount of fees for a development will be
determined at least by the time the site plan is approved, so that the
developer knows from the outset the actual cost. The fees may be imposed at
the time building permits or occupancy permits are issued. Actual payments
may be either a lump sum or amortized over a fixed number of years. The time
and method of paying the fees may be negotiated by the locality and the owner
of the property. A way of calculating the maximum fee is provided.

Section 7 provides for various credits, as suggested above, which must be
given against the impact fees.

Section 8 requires that the needs assessment and road improvement plan be
updated every two years.

Section 9 requires that a separate fund or account be established for the
service area so as to meet the benefits requirements.

Section 10 provides for refunds of fees if projects are not completed
within six years if included in a county six year secondary road plan or ten
years otherwise. It also provides for a refund if the locality overestimated
costs by more than 15 percent.

RECOMMENDATION 2: EXPAND AUTHORITY
TO USE THE "OLD" CONDITIONAL ZONING

The joint subcommittee also recommends that these same localities be
authorized to exercise the "old-style" conditional zoning powers. In common
terminology this style is referred to as the Northern Virginia proffer system.



Background on Conditional Zoning Statutes

Conditional zoning first was provided for certain localities, beginning in
1973, when §15.1-491 (a) of the Code of Virginia, setting out the permitted
provisions in subdivision ordinances, was amended so that zoning ordinances
could provide:

"(F) or the adoption, . . . as a part of an amendment to the
zoning map of reasonable conditions, in addition to the
regulations provided for the zoning district by the ordinance,
when such conditions shall have been proffered in writing, in
advance of the public hearing before the governing body . . . by
the owner of the property which is the subject of the proposed
zoning map amendment."

The conditional zoning language initially applied only to Fairfax County
by reference to the urban county executive form of government. In following
sessions the section was extended to presently include Arlington, Loudoun, and
Prince William counties, the cities surrounded by those counties, and the
towns within the counties. The counties east of the Chesapeake Bay., namely
Accomac and Northampton, were added in 1976

The House Committee on Counties, Cities, and Towns in 1977 conducted a
study as a result of the spread of conditional zoning in this manner and the
growing  lack of uniformity as more localities sought to be included. The
result was 1978 legislation which added §§ 15.1-491.1 through 15.1-491.6 to
the Code of Virginia. This legislation usually is called the "statewide" or
"limited" conditional zoning act. It controls all counties, cities, and towns
other than those authorized to operate under § 15.1-491(a).

The act is "limited" by the seven specific requirements found in
§15.1-491.2 which are not found in § 15.1-491(a). They include:

. The rezoning itself must give rise to the need for the
conditions.

. Such conditions must have a reasonable relation to the
rezoning.

. Conditions shall not include a cash contribution to the

county or municipality.

. Conditions shall not include mandatory dedication of real or
personal property for open space, parks, schools, fire
departments or other public facilities not specifically
provided for in § 15.1-466 (f) (permitted provisions of sub-
division ordinances).

L] Conditions shall not include payment for or construction of
off-site improvements except those provided for in § 15.1-466
{j) (sewerage, drainage, and water facilities)




. No condition shall be proffered that is not related to the
physical development or physical operation of the property

. All conditions must be in conformity with the comprehensive
plan.

The underlined portions of these provisions are the main differences
between the "old" and "new" conditional zoning prowvisions. The greater
flexibility in the nature and location of conditions proffered by a developer
under the "old" style is the reason for the increasing number of localities
wishing to be included in §15.1-491., The Governor's Commission on
Trangportation in the Twenty-First Century, in its Phase II Report of December
1987, recommended that the conditional zoning statutes be amended to allow all
localities to proffer for the cost of off-site road improvements.

The Benefits of the Proffer System

The localities now included within the "o0ld" conditional zoning statute
were unwavering in their support for the powers it offers. According to their
testimony, given a choice between impact fee authority and elimination of
their conditional zoning authority, they would choose to retain conditional
zoning.

From the testimony offered at our public hearings and a review of the
literature on development exactions, it is clear that a system of proffers
offers advantages which may not be provided by other methods. The proffer
system offers:

Flexibility in resolving site specific problems which may not be
e easily addressed under general "formula" approaches to developer
contributions, '
Significant savings in time, as in direct land dedications or
* developer construction of facilities rather than public
acquisition or construction.

e Significant reductions in litigation over land use and development.

The Proffer System in Practice

During the course of public hearings the development community expressed
dissatisfaction with the manner in which conditional zoning, particularly the
old style, was being conducted. Sentiment was expressed that the "unlimited"
conditional zoning should be curtailed to bring it more in line with the newer
statute. At its last meeting, however, the joint subcommittee received a
communication from a joint task force of Northern Virginia local governments,
developers, and other interested parties which the subcommittee had asked to
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be formed. The task force indicated agreement that the several parties would
seek to work out their problems within the individual localities., The joint
subcommittee therefore recommends no change at present in the specific details
of conditional zoning and the proffer system as presently found in Title 15.1
of the Code of Virginia.

ADDITIONAL TAXING POWERS FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT

The jeoint subcommittee received proposals for a wide range of local tax
options to produce additional revenue for road and other capital improvement
costs in the course of its public hearings.

The joint subcommittee recognizes that the enabling legislation it
recommends will not meet the total financial needs for capital improvement
funds for high growth localities. However, in the spirit of House Joint
Resolution No. 125, the joint subcommittee has focused its attention on the

specific task of relating new development to its direct capital improvement
costs.

The joint subcommittee therefore wvoted not to support most of the tax
proposals, which included among others a one~half cent local sales tax option
and increased local automobile decal fees. The joint subcommittee was evenly
divided on a proposal for a one percent transfer tax on all real estate
transfers and a local option recordation tax.

Finally, the joint subcommittee at its final meeting by a divided vote did
endorse a local option five percent gasoline tax propesal. (Mr. Cranwell and
Mr. Jackson were opposed, and Mr. Heischober was absent.) The joint
subcommittee presumed that such a bill would be introduced and would not need
to be a part of its legislative package.
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FOOTNOTES

1. This description of Virginia's population growth is from Julia H. Martin,
Estimates of the Population of Virginia Counties and Cities: 1986 and 1987
{Center for Public Service, University of Virginia, September 1988), pages 1 -
6. The data, and that cited in footnote 2, were incorporated into the
Virginia Department of Transportation presentation cited in footnote 3.

2. Donald P. Lillywhite and Larry E. Robinson, with Julia A, Henderson.
Virginia Population Proijections 2000 (Department of Planning and Budget,
October 1986).

3. Virginia Department of Transportation, "Report on Growth of Population and
Vehicle Miles of Travel," Staff Presentation to HJR 125 Subcommittee Meeting,
December 19, 1988.

4., James E. Frank and Robert M. Rhodes (eds.), Development Exactions,
Sponsored by Homer Hoyt Center for Land Economics and Real Estate, Florida
State University (Washington, D.C.: American Planning Association, 1987).
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TABLE 1-B

POPULATION ~ PERCENT OF CHANGE

1987
1980 PORULATION 1980-87 15%0 2000 19902000
COUNTTES POPULATION 3 (PROVISIONAL} ¥ § CHANGE POPULATION 2 - POPULATION xx ¥ CHANGE
eLoucester 20,107 29,400 46.2% 30,000 37,500 25.03
STAFFORD 40,470 53,200 3.5t 56,700 70,400 U2
PRINCE WELLTAN 144,538 184,700 7.7% 192,000 248,000 9.3
SPOTSTLUANIA 3,995 40,4600 26.9% 47,000 60,000 .78
CHESTERFIELD 141,312 179,100 2.1 202,000 254,900 26.2%
LOUBOUN 57,427 71,560 24.58 72,900 94,000 28.9%
FAIRFAX 595,754 737,300 4.1 737,300 810,000 ?.9%
FAUQUIER 35,88¢ £4,400 3.1 45,300 32,200 15.2%
NEW KENT 8,781 10,700 21.9% 11,700 13,400 16.22
JANES CITY 22,33¢ 27,200 21.88 30,900 - 36,600 18.4%
GREENE 7,625 8,700 16.7% 9,700 11,400 17.5%
BEDFORD 34,977 49,600 2 44,000 51,500 17.0%
1SLE OF WIGHT 21,402 25,100 16,22 24,500 - 26,200 §.9%
YORK 35,463 41,100 15.9% 44,000 49,400 12.7%
KING GEQRGE 16,543 12,200 15.7% 12,800 15,000 7.8
WARREN 21,200 24 ,400 15.13 24,700 26,700 8.1%
FLUVANRA 10,24 11,700 4.2 11,700 13,000 L
FRARKL IR 35,740 40,200 12.5% 39,800 42,700 7.8%
ORARGE " 18,063 20,300 12.4% 20,%06 22,900 9.6%
HANOVER 50,378 56,400 11.92 60,500 49,600 15.01
FREDERICK 3,150 38,200 1.9 40,800 16,000 12.7%
WIDDLESEX 7,719 5,500 11.42 $,000 9,906 10.0%
ALBENARLE 35,783 81,700 10.6% 6%,000 81,300 17.8%
HENRICO 180,735 199,900 10.6% 208,000 228,000 R X3
GOOCHLARD 1,741 13,000 10.5% 13,800 15,400 tt.8%
CULPEPER 2,820 25,000 10.5¢ 25,400 27,400 7.9%
LOUISA 17,825 19,700 10.5% 20,500 .22,300 B.8%
KNG ¥ILLIAN 234 19,300 10.3% 11,000 12,000 ¢.11
HATHEWS 7,995 b2 1 1L 9,500 10,500 10.5%
LANCASTER 10,12% 11,100 9.6% 12,000 13,300 i0.8%
RICHNOND §,952 7,600 9.38 7,400 7,700 £.13
TARDLINE 17,504 19,300 7.8% 20,880 22,700 10.21
CLARKE 7,963 19,760 7.4 10,900 1,700 7.3%
SUCXINGHAN 11,751 12,600 7.8 12,600 13,000 .
PRINCE EONARD 13,456 17,400 7.0% 18,400 26,300 10.3%
BOTETOURT 23,270 24,800 6.4% 25,900 27,500 6.2%
KADISON 12,232 10,900 6.5% k1,200 12,000 7.1
{RATG 3,948 4,200 b.4% 4,400 4,700 4.8%
ﬂESTHDRELANl) 4,041 14,900 6.1% 14,500 15,200 {13
AUBUSTA 42,572 50,400 5.9 §2,200 56,200 7.7t
SURRY 8,048 $,400 5.9 4,400 6,500 .
FOCKINGHAN 52,054 95,100 5.9% 57,800 43,000 9.0%
SHENANDOAH 27,559 29,100 5.6% 31,000 33,300 7.41
KENG AND QUEER 5,968 4,300 5,88 6,700 7,200 7.5%
RAPPAHANNOCK 6,09 $,400 5.0% §,300 4,500 3.2¢
PAGE 19,401 20,300 £.6% 21,400 22,600 S.6%
HONYSONERY 43,285 46,200 4.6% 10,500 78,000 10,63
ARLIRGTONR 152,599 159,100 4,31 156,300 166,200 2.5%
CUNBERLAND 7,881 8,200 4.0% 8,400 9,300 8.1%
APPORATTOX 1,97 12,400 3.48 13,300 14,200 6.8%
CRAPBELL £5,4% 47,000 3.5 . 50,500 33,500 5.94



TABLE 1-B
POPULATION - PERCENT OF CRANGE

1987

1920 POPULATION 1980-67 1990 2000 1990-2000

COUHTIES POPULATION * (PROVISICKAL ) ¥ 3 CHANGE POPULATION ¥3 POPULATION ¥ I CHANGE
ROANOKE 72,945 75,400 3.43 6,500 83,700 9.4%
~BINHATAN 13,062 13,500 K H 16,000 18,900 18.11
ACCONACK 31,28 32,300 3.3 32,400 32,800 1.
KELSON 12,204 12,600 . 12,408 12,%% 2.4
FLoYD 11,563 11,90 2.9 12,700 13,100 5.58
FORTHUNBERLAND 9,828 10,100 2.88 16,400 11,000 5.9
BLAKD 6,349 6,500 2,43 7,100 7,500 5.6%
BRUNSHICK 13,62 16,600 2.43 16,306 16,600 1.82
AlELIA 4,405 8,600 2.3 9,200 16,200 16.93
HOTTONAY 14,666 15,000 2.3 15,108 15,506 2.88
WASHINGTON 46,407 47,400 2.0 50,500 §4,000 6.9
ROCKBRIOGE 17,74 18,000 .63 19,060 19,800 24
MECKLENBURG 2,44 2,800 .28 20,100 36,500 1.3
PRIRCE GEORGE 25,733 26,000 §.08 29,000 31,600 9.08
LEE 25,936 26,200 9.0 28,500 © 31,600 $.3%
LUNENBURG 12,14 12,200 0.63 §2,360 12,500 1.8%
SCory 25,048 25,200 0.52 24700 4,800 2.8
CARROLL 27,210 27,400 6.5% 29,200 31,000 6.2%
HENRY 57,854 §7,%00 0.4 58,006 56,500 0.9%
£SSEX 8,864 8,900 0.43 ¢, 200 ¥,760 .3
[14¢:13 25,522 25,400 0.3 o, 28,100 n
PATRICK 17,647 17,709 0.3t 18,408 16,960 (N}
RUSSELL 31,761 31,800 6.13% 34,800 37,700 8.3
WISE 43,863 43,900 ' 0.1% 492,600 53,400 --9.48
ANMERST 9,122 29,000 -0.4% 30,300 3,500 1.0%
SHUTHANPTON 18,115 18,000 -0.6% 18,400 18,600 1.13
HARTHANPTOM 14,625 4,500 -0.9% 14,800 14,900 0.7%
SHYRH 33,366 . 33,000 ~1.13 EL ) 35,300 2.63
BICKENSEH 19,808 19,500 -1.58 21,800 23,800 9.2
PITISILUAKIA 66,147 5,100 -1.468 46,800 18,600 2.68
GRAYSOM 16,519 16,300 -1.7% 17,300 17,700 2.3
TAZEUELL 50,511 19,400 2.2 54,400 58,108 6.83
CHARLES CITY 8,692 6,500 -2.9% 4,900 7,300 3.8%
PULASK] 3,220 34,100 -3. 8 36,800 37,900 3.08
SiLES 17,810 17,200 ~3.43 18,400 18,800 2.2%
HALIFAX 30,59% 29,500 ~3.4% 36,800 31,008 0.6%
THARLOTTE 12,266 11,800 -3.81 1,400 11,300 -0.91
“SUSSEX 10,874 10,400 -§.41 9,940 9,500 -4.0%
BLLEGHANY 14,333 13,500 -5.82 14,500 15,100 2.01
GREEHSVILLE 10,903 16,200 R H 10,689 11,400 5.6%
BUCHANAN 37,989 35,400 -§.683 {6,108 42,400 .73
DIMEDDIE 22,402 21,600 ~2.1% 21,409 22,200 1.2
HIGRLANG 2,99 2,400 R 1,20 3,400 8,34
BATH 3,860 5,000 -4 5,582 5,400 .81
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TABLE 1-B

POPULATION ~ PERCEKT OF CRARGE

¥ CENFER FOR PUBLIC SERVICE

GHIVERSITY OF VIRGINCA - SEPT, 1988
SE VIRGINIA PUPULATION PROJECTIONS 2000

DEPARTHENT OF PLANNING & BUDGEY - OCT, 1984

A4

1987
1980 POPULATION 198967 1990 2000 1990-2000
CITIES POPRATEON ¥ (PROVISIONAL) % % CHANGE POPULAVION =1 POPULATION x¢ % CHANGE

—

ALEXANORTA 103,207 147,900 4.5 199,700 1£3,400 .4
BEDFORD 5,991 4,200 358 6,600 6,900 4.5
BRISTOL 19,042 10,000 -5.5% 18,300 16,600 -1.4%
BUENA VISTA 4,504 4,400 -7.3 7,000 7,200 2.9%
CHARLOTTESVILLE 39,916 4,000 2.0 42,000 43,400 3.3
CHESAPEAKE 114,486 541,500 23.6% 143,000 143,000 14.0%
CLIFTON FORGE 5,045 5,100 118 5,280 5,300 1.9%
COLONIAL HEIGHTS 18,509 17,300 4.8 17,600 18,400 45
COVINGTON 9,083 7,700 -15.0% 7,500 7,700 2.1
DANVILLE 45,642 44,100 ~3.48 44,960 44,200 0.0%
ENPORIA 4,840 4,800 -5.08 4,500 4,500 -2.2
FAIRFAX 20,537 20,400 -0.7% 21,000 21,500 2.4%
FALLS CHURCH 7,515 9,600 3.0% 9,700 9,900 R
FRANKLIN 7,924 7,800 -1.48 8,600 9,200 2.5%
FREDERCKSBURG 17,262 20,700 16.5% 20,500 22,800 9.81
SALAX 6,5 6,700 . 7,200 7,500 .8
KARPION 122,817 129,000 448 128,700 132,500 3.0%
HARR1SONBURG 24,855 27,200 10.3% 28,700 31,500 9.8%
HOPEWELL 23,397 24,200 3.48 2,900 25,600 2.8¢
LEXINGTON 7,292 4,800 -8.7% 6,700 6,400 -1.5%
LYHCHBURG 66,743 86,700 -0.1% 70,600 73,500 2.81
BANASSAS 15,505 21,200 .73 21,500 27,200 26.53%
BAKASSAS PARK 4,5 7,200 10.4% 7,200 7,780 8.91
PARTINSUILLE 18,149 18,100 0.3 19,400 19,800 R H
REWPORT NEWS 44,5 162,800 12.4% 165,100 174,600 7.0%
KORFOLK 26,979 260,600 5.2 274,708 280,000 1.9
NORTON 4,757 4,500 -5.4% 5,000 $,200 4,01
PETERSBURS 41,055 41,300 0.4 39,400 38,800 -1.5¢
FORUOSON 8,72 10,700 24.58 11,7200 14,300 22.2%
PORTSNGUTH 104,577 110,100 5.3% 114,800 117,100 2,08
RADFORO 13,45 13,700 1.8% 1,300 14,800 3.51
RICHNOND a%.214 214,400 -1 244,360 212,700 -0.73
ROANDXE 100,220 100,160 -0.13 100,900 toe,000 0.0y
SALEN 23,958 23,800 -0.78 24,800 25.300 2.01
SOUTH BOSTON 7,093 7,000 -1.38 7,500 7,400 1.3
STAUNTON 24.1m 2,400 -1.5% 25,006 25,400 1.6%
SUFFOLK 47,621 $2,200 . 9.6% 55,500 84,500 16.2%
VIRBINIA BEACH 262,199 350,190 33.5% 30,660 424,200 17.5%
_WAYNESBORO 18,563 18,100 -2.5 18,500 18,202 SR}
JILLIAHSBURG 10,294 12,000 16.6% 1i,400 12,660 10.5%
WINCHESTER .27 22,100 .38 21,£00 22,660 1.6
SOURCES:



TABLE 2-B

DAILY VERICLE MILES OF YRAVEL - PERCENT OF CHANGE

OUT ouRT oy oy

YeAr TEAR 1960-87 YEAR VEAR 1990-2000

JEOURTY 194¢ 1987 £ CHANGE (990 2000 % CHANGE
; BLOUCESYER 478,344 861,368 80.13 1,025,518 1,572,650 §3.4%
WARREN 267,843 479,255 78.9% 569,958 871,868 53.0%
LUOaUN 959,876 1,703,144 n.a 2,021,684 3,083,484 52.5%
NIDDCESEX %,119 388,52¢ 70.9% 455,277 884,437 50.3%
HATHENS 142,671 239,102 67.6% 286,427 468,417 49.18
PRINCE WILLEAK 2,574,384 4,034,010 .73 4,459,5¢1 6,744,731 .8
BOTETOURT 131,21 1,140,943 56.01 1,316,536 1,908,846 44.5%
CHARLES CiTY 127,962 199,478 55.9% 230,126 332,286 4043
CARROLL, 5L8,712 794,383 51.63 899,097 1,281,477 2.3
FAGGUIER 1,009,086 1,518,614 .51 1,736,981 2,484,071 4.9
NARSENDRD 963,225 1,450,897 50.33 1,658,753 2,352,873 4.8
CHESTERFIELD 2,453,370 3,897,%47 46.91 4,431,335 6,209,295 0.1%
YORK 817,728 1,198, 9 46.43 1,359,431 1,900,131 3.8
VIiHE 655,256 954,727 45.7% 1,083,070 1,510,880 39.5%
CULPEPER 423,247 615,586 5.4 697,989 $72,728 37.48
FAIRFAX 11,060,459 16,061,694 5.2 18,209,080 25,34%,760 39.21
ALLEGRANY 3,22 538,511 44.63 409,305 847,885 37.08
ISLE OF WIGHT 583,254 837,648 43.4% 946,67 1,310,081 38.4%
JANES TITY 403,986 865,326 43.33 7,323 1,350,458 38.2%
LOUISA 533,479 756,590 1.5 852,204 1,170,926 37.43
HAROVER 1,547,931 2,195,246 a1.6% 2,472,685 3,397,395 .45
KING GEDRGE 319,207 IMRTH] 1.8 508,121 §97,031 2.2
ALBERMARLE 1,476,943 2,088,174 442 2,350,128 3,223,308 R 4 §
ARLTNETON 2,301,584 3,251,087 4.3 3,658,013 5,004,433 k7M1
ROCKBRIOGE 843,889 1,184,956 4.4 1,331,125 1,818,355 35.6%
POWHATAN 256,245 351,968 7.4 392,9% 529,730 34.6¢
NOTTORAY 263,267 359,198 .42 400,296 $37,29 325
ORANGE 384,019 522,997 36.2% 582,343 781,063 u.18
PRINCE GEQHGE §72,208 175,878 35.4% 853,163 1,154,113 [Ny
ESSEX 225,203 372,425 5.3 414,089 552,96% 33.5¢
FREDERTCX 1,083,43i 1,438,693 35.38 1,599,800 2,136,181 33.5%
SHENANDOAR 793,446 1,060,159 33.4% 1,174,462 1,585,412 2.4
GREEHE 166,254 248,045 33.28 274,552 362,842 n.A
BLAKD 287,616 381 403 32.82 421,50 555,564 et
HADISOM 214,775 384,305 %) 402,472 530,562 3.er
SUSSEX 524,013 693,868 3.4 156,683 1,009,313 3.7
BEOFORD 787,340 1,042,536 R4 1,191,899 1,916,445 3t.41
~ CLARKE 284,908 379,486 32.3% 419,165 551,415 3.4
. NEW KERT 419,806 817,373 1.9 02,042 1,184,272 31.3%
GOOCHLAKD 564,821 737,54% 0.6 811,574 1,058,324 30.43
BASHINGTON 979,180 b.278,421 5 1,406,485 1,834,145 30.4%
DICKERSON 297,881 HT,632 426,093 594,305 30.13
seorr 474,200 615,301 . 617,178 2de,188 30.02
FRARKLIN 720,578 733,765 200 1,022,098 1,335,385 29.9%
SIAFFORD 1,292,558 1,477,485 SR ] 1,842,423 2,392,283 29.8%
RAPPAHAKNOCK 167,141 215,649 %.01 236,427 305,487 2.
ROANOKE 1,415,358 1,821,237 W 1,995,183 2,575,003 29.1%
CAROLIVE 939,365 1,206,355 .43 1,320,802 1,702,292 28.9%
GRAYSON 250,822 322,026 2.8 352,542 454,262 28.91
GREENSVILLE 445,041 570,564 . 572,419 5,794,769 1.22
CUMBERLAND 138,474 174,246 191,289 246,099 28.7%



TABLE 2-B

DAILY VERICLE NILES OF TRAVEL - PERCENT OF CHANGE

UKt OURT ot VI

YEAR YEAR 1980-87 YEAR YEAR 1990-2000
o SONTY 1980 1987 ¥ CHANGE 3.0 2000 1 CHANGE
»3 NG BILLIAN 184,364 235,92 28.0% 258,019 331,449 28.5%
PRINCE EDWARD 332,850 425,932 28.0% 485,883 598,793 28.5%
SURRY 157,307 200,771 .68 219,395 - 281,478 28.3%
PITTSYLVANIA £,120,580 1,429,734 27.6% 1,562,231 2,003,881 28.33
SHYTH 550,955 700,607 i 0.2 184,741 976,521 28.08
PAGE 246,343 313,186 211 341,901 437,251 n9n
DINIOOIE 679,660 856,933 .13 932,905 1,185,145 2.11
NORTGOKERY 79,129 1,234,365 26.1% 1,343,251 1,708,371 .43
WISE 93,079 271,941 05.82 948,585 1,204,045 %.9
SPOTSYLVANTA 1,125,760 1,415,746 25.8% 1,540,015 1,954,265 26.91
BRUNSHILK 520,875 693,395 28.45 710,198 899,438 .73
MELTA 242,673 303,926 5.3 330,238 417,178 28,58
RELSON 324,469 406,342 2.2 41,43 558,390 26.58
LEE 413,144 SH4, 168 : .58 557,490 701,830 2.9
CAMPBELL 54,184 1,185,32¢ 2.3t 1,285,182 1,614,012 X8
KERRICO 4,307,572 5,333,330 25.2% 5,772,940 7,238,298 25.4%
FLOYD 194,034 246,260 23.88 280,060 326,060 25.4%
FLUvARNA 179,963 22,1 ’ 23.8¢ 241,047 02,17 ol §
GILES 379,348 104,729 2.9 437,095 - 544,815 24.8%
SOUTHAKPTON 559,448 681,264 21.es - 733,470 207,450 3.1
AHERSY 347,551 665,244 H.58 715,685 883,815 3.9
TATEUELE 719,671 960,572 0.5 1,933,385 1,226,095 .51
APPONATTOX 292,468 353,191 21.01 380,071 467,671 23.0
AUGUSTA 1,681,400 2,026,086 . 0.5 2,123,806 2,666,206 2.1
ACCORACK 756,463 710,664 0.4 976,651 [,196,65 2.9
HALIFAX 727,308 873,027 20.0% 935,475 1,143,635 2.2
PULASKE 678,549 809,586 19.7% 866,601 1,056,851 2191
NORTRANPYON 332,875 397,924 19.5% 425,800 518,720 21.8%
RUSSELL 619,614 736,529 18.91 786,632 953,642 2.
KING § QUEEN 169,817 201,697 18.6% 215,35% 260,686 2.1
HECKLENBURG 561,903 782,099 18.2% 833,608 1,005,308 20.48
LUNENBURE 190,946 2,22 17.43 238,543 286,113 9.9
CHARLOTTE 315,570 369,897 17.2% man 70,777 19.71
CRALS 76,381 81,193 15.4% 85,825 101,265 18.0%
PATRICK 307,302 351,240 14.33 370,848 132,828 N
. HENRY 1,015,597 1,157,692 14.0% 1,218,599 ,429,580 16.7%
BUCKENGHAR 304,871 344,499 12.31 346,62 414,36 "
BUCHANAN 706,030 760,02% 7.65 783,171 860,313 7.82
ROCKINGHAN 1,401,785 1,455,859 2.9 1,479,047 1,556,307 5.2
LANCASTER 237,542 242,628 2.2 246,230 25¢,910 3.58
HIGHLAND 90,895 98,29¢ -2.9 88,335 88,485 G.1:
RICHHOND 22,175 3,41 3.6 21,52 209,388 LN
RESTHORELAND 288,941 74,4 -4 54 279,570 148
BATH 159,776 148,754 B 148,744 148,754 0.3t
RORTHUKBERLANY 299,19 10,046 -].6% 43,538 253,386 LE

TOTALS 73,319,442 98,793,444 109,406,068 150,997 868
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GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS

Batimated Annual
Current Growth in Population Density
Population over Next Pive Years (Pop/Sqg.Mi.)

Chesapeake 149,399 3,137 (2%) 420
Chesterfield 191, 000 7,150 (4%) 428
Fairfax 704, 800 16,040 (2%} 1, 941
Frederick 41,000 1,100 (3%) 94
Gloucester 29,500 1,000 (3%) : 131
Roanoke 85, 640 1,700 (2%) ' -341
Stafford 60, 000 3,600 (6%) 278
Virginia Beach 379,900 9, 600 (3%) 1,472

Population in Survey Localities ranges from 29,500 to
704,800, with growth rates ranging from 2% to 6%. Density
ranges from 94 persons per square mile to 1,941 per square
mile.
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RESIDENTIAL INFPORMATION

Average

Average Value Average Family Tax Revenue

New Home and Lot Bize Per Family
Chesapeake §112, 000 3.01 81, 350
Chesterfield $ 60,000 2.75 8 624
Fairfax $134, 000 2. 65 $2, 284
Frederick § 75,000 2. 50 $ 7i2
Gloucester $ 68,000 2. 80 8 650
Roanoke $ 72,000 2.76 81, 800
staffoxad $100, 000 3.00 $1, 340
Virginia Beach $100, 560 2. 85 %1, 639

Family size in the Survey Localities ranges from 2.5 to
3.01. The average price of a home in these localities
ranges from $60,000 to $134,000. The local taxes generated
from each residence ranges from £624 to §2, 284.
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ROAD EXPENDITURES

Total Cost of All Total Cost of All

Unpaved Road Projects Secondary Road Projects

PY 1987-88 (% Local) FY 1987-88
Chesapeake None $ 1,625,000
Chesterfield $ 140,000 (50%) $ 5,000,000
Fairfax $ 60,436 ( 0%) 41, 670, oool
Frederaick N/A N/A
Gloucester $ 200,000 ( O%) § 600,000
Roanoke $ 233,745 ( 0%) § 1,313,409
Stafford § 481,000 (22%) $ 1,765,000
Virginia Beach 25ee Comments Below.

1 of Fairfax’'s $47, 670,000 cost for all secondary road
projects, $19,500,000 was from State funds (VDOT);
$15, 760, 000 was from County Bond Expenditure; and
$12,410, 000 was encumbered County Bond monies.

2 virginia Beach comments that *Nearly all road construction
paid for by the City of Virginia Beach is performed on roads
designated by the Virginia Department of Transportation as
either *"Major Arterials® or "Minor Arterials®. The City’'s
cost for this work is programmed at a cost of nearly $250
million over the next five years. This funding will provide
work on approximately one-half of the roads identified on
the City’s "backlog report" as already being over capacity.”

The total funding in 1987-88 for Unpaved Roads projects in
the survey lc~alities ranged from $60, 000 to §481,000. The
total funding in 1987-88 for Secondary Roads projects ranged
from $600, 000 to $47, 670, 000.
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ROAD CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Cost Per Mile Cost Per Mile
Most Recent Most Recent
Unpaved Road Project Secondary Road Project

Chesapeake $145, 000 $3, 100, 000
Chesterfield $500, 000 81, 000, 000
Fairfax $132, 000 $2,837,000
Fredexick N/A N/A
Gloucester $120, 000 5 400,000
Roanoke $247,800 $ 485,990
stafford $310,000 "-$2, 500, 000
Virginia Beach N/A N/A

For the survey localities, the cost of the most recently
completed unpaved road project ranged from $120,000 per mile
to $500,000 per mile. The cost of the most recently
completed secondary road project ranged from $400,000 to
$2,837,000.

L " " - - - " - o Y 0 Vb e b A D s s S M S -V W~ o’ D" s O e S

LOCAL ROAD NEEDS VS. VDOT AVAILABLE FUNDING
(in millions of dollaxs)

Secondary Road Needs Funds Available
Identified for COT-21 from VDOT 1
FY1987-88 -~ FY1996~97

Collactors
Arterials, and Unpaved
Othexr Paved Roads Roads

Chesterfield $ 67.6 $ 4.9 8 60.0
Fairfax $329.0 $ 8.6 $224.7
Frederick § 16.0 $38.3 $ 19.8
Gloucester $§ 7.9 $10.1 $12.3
Roanoke § 22.4 $ 3.0 $ 24.1
Stafford $ 30.7 $ 76 $ 19.0

! punds available represent actual amounts for FY88 and
FY89; VDOT projections for FY90 - FY94; and VML estimates
for FY95 - FYQ?_(based on FY88 - FY94).
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UTILITIES CAPITAL COSTS

Total Local Total Local
Wastewater Capital Costs Water Capital Costs
Past Five Years . Pagst Five Years

Chesapeake 5128, 000, 000* $ 14,772,307
Chesterfield $ 16,500,000 $ 36,000,000
Fairfax £121, 700, 000 $ 20,000,000
Frederick N/A N/A
Gloucester $ 1,120,000 $ 1,846,000
Roanoke $ 3,500,000 $ 7,000,000
Stafford $13,150, 000** $ 4,131,000
Virginia Beach N/A 8§ 17,722,000

* Chesapeake's wastewater treatment is handled by the
Hampton Roads Sanitation district. The $128, 000,000 is
reflective of the new treatment plants built by the HRSD
which handle mostly Chesapeake wastewater treatment needs.

** Stafford’'s costs for wastewater and water capital
facilitiea are for FY1987-88 and PY1988-89. Stafford
estimates that the County will borrow $30, 000, 000 over the
next five years for water and sewer treatment plant
expansions,

The capital costs for wastewater facilities in the survey
localities range from §1,120,000 to $128, 000,000 per
locality. For water facilities, the capital costs range
from $§1,846,000 to $36, 000, 000.



UTILITY COSTS

Wastewater Waterx 8olid Waste
Annual Annual annual
Operating Operating Operating
Costs Costs Costs
Chesapeake $24 per §60 per 840 per
person person person
Chesterfield $61 per $45 per 8§12 per
person person person
Fairfax $33 per $30 per N/A
person person
Frederick N/A N/A $19 per
person
Gloucester $310 per 8192 per §65 per
person person person
Roanoke 866 per §78 per $2 per
person person person
Stafford $77 pex 851 per §8. 50 per
person person person
Virginia Beach N/A §52 perxr 823 per
person person

Wastewater Annual Operating Costs range from $24 to $310 per
person; Water Annual Operating Costs range from $30 to $192
per person; and Sol:id Waste Operating Costs range from $2 to
565 per person
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Sewer Tap Fees

Per New Household

Chesapeake $§ 630 if installed by developer
$1,790 if City constructed

Chesterfield $2,500 installed by developer
Fairfax $2, 500

Frederick $1, 450

Gloucester $1, 200

Roanoke § 500

Stafford $2, 500

Virginia Beach § 450
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EDUCATION INFORMATION

Local Cost of
Current Estimated Annual Education
Student Growth in Enrollment Per Pupil
Enrollment Next Five Years (Composite Index)

Chesapeake 27,123 700 (3%) $2,645 (. 39)
Chesterfield 40, 435 2,034 (5%) $2,617 (. 45)
Fairfax 128,503 2,050 (2%) £2,843. (. 72)
Frederack 7,402 100 {1%) 82,644 (. 43)
Gloucester 5,550 240 (4%) $2,682 (.46)
Roanoke 13,184 75 (1%) $2,616 (. 44)
Stafford 11,700 700 (6%) 82,637 (.36)
Virginia Beach 67,524 4,033 (6%) $2,618 (. 45)

Local Cost of Education Per Pupil is the State-required
local expenditure per pupil for FY1988-89. The composite
index is the percentage of the required costs paid by the
locality (excluding school construction costs, which are
totally funded by the locality). Both figures are from
Department of Education reports.

Many localities pay more than this required amount, due to a
variety of factors, such as special population groups
(foreign students) or local demand for a higher lavel of
education. For example, Fairfax County and Gloucester
County each pay 20% more per pupil than the required amount.

School enrollment in Survey Localities ranges from 5, 550 to
128,503, with estimated annual enrollment increases ranging
from 1% to 6%. Local cost of education per pupil ranges
from $1,424 to §3, 404,
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Chesapeake

Chesterfield

Fairfax

Frederick

Gloucester

Roanoke

stafford~»

Virginia Beach

SCHOOQL CONSTRUCTION NEEDS

Current Number
Public Schools

New Schools Planned
for Next Five Years

Elementary
Middle
High

Elementary
Middle
High

Elementary
Middle
High
Secondary

Elementary
Middle
High

Elementary
Middle
High

Elementary
Middle
High

Elementary
Middle
High

Elementary
Middle
High

24
6
5

N U1 b~} s U

i
o N WO

S new;
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Stafford estimates that the total programmed capital costs
for school construction over the next five years is

$64, 000, 000.
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$16, 250,000
4,140, 000
$20, 390, 000

$23, 400, 000
9,230, 000
8,970,000

$41, 600, 000

§62, 790, 000
5,715,500

0

5,554,500

§74, 060,000

$ 8,775,000

$ 2,925,000
3, 195, 000
3,105,000

§ 9,225,000

$15, 600, 000
0

5,520,000
$21,120, 000

$40, 950, 000
9,230,000
17,940,000
§68, 120,000 .




COST ASSUMPTIONS

According to the Department of Education, Construction Costs
during FY 1986-87 approximated:

Elementary Schools 86,500 per pupil
Middle Schools $7,100 per pupil
High Schools $6, 900 per pupil

Northern Virginia costs were approximately 15% higher than
the rest of the State.

Capacaty for elementary schools ranged from 450 to 900
pupils; capacity for middle and high schools ranged from
1,000 to 1,300 pupils.
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According to VML/VACo survey, puplil projections for the next
five years were:

Five Year
Increased Enrollment
Chesapeake 3,500
Chesterfield 10,170
Fairrfax 10, 250
Frederick 500
Gloucester 1, 200
Stafford 3, 500
Virginia Beach 20,165
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VML Estimates of number of pupils per new school
Chesapeake: 500 @ Elementary School x 86,500 = $3, 250,000

600 @ High School x 86,900 = $4,140,000
Chesterfield: 900 @ Elementary School x $6,500 = §5,850,000

1,300 @ Middle school x 87,100 = §9,230,000

1,300 @ High School X 86,900 = $8,970,000

Fairfax: 700 @ Elementary School x $7,475
700 @ Middle School x $8,165
700 @ Secondary School x 87,935

§5, 232,500
§5, 715, 500
$5, 554, 500

Hun

Frederick: 450 @ Elementary School x $6,500 = $2, 925, 000

Gloucester: 450 @ Elementary School x $6, 500
450 @ Middle School x $7,100
450 @ High School x $6, 900

$2, 925, 000
$3,195, 000
$3,105, 000

0o

Stafford: 800 @ Elementary School x §6, 500
800 @ High School x $6, 900

§5, 200, 000
$5, 520, 000

Virginia Beach:
900 @ Elementary School x $6, 500
1,300 @ Middle School x $7,100
1,300 @ High School x 86, 900

85, 850, 000
$9, 230, 00
$8, 970, 000
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OPEN SPACE/COMMUNITY FACILITIES

Open Space Volunteer or

Available Professional Radial Area

for Parks/ Fira/Rescue Served by Each

Recreaticn Service Fire Station
Chesapeake 58, 845 acres’ Professional 20 sq. mi.

Fire and EMS
with volunteer
supplement

Chesterfield 2,000 acres Profeassional 32 sq. mi,
and Volunteer
Fire; Volunteer
Rescue

Fairfax 23,000 acres Professional 2.67 sq. mi. 2
and Volunteer
Fire/Regcue
Service

Frederick N/A Velunteer N/A

Gloucester 15-18 acres Volunteer 2.5-3.8

Roanoke 850 acres Professional 8-10 sq.mi.4
and Volunteer
Fire/Reﬂcue
Service

stafford 1,150 acres Volunteer> 29 sq.mi.

Virginia Beach 1,600 acres Volunteer and 15. 2 sq.mi.
Professional
Fire Service;
Voluntger
Rescue

! Chesapeake’ s figures include 49, 755 acres of the Great
Dismal Swamp, and 3, 200 acres of Lake Drummond.

2 Fairfax has 35 stations on~line; 13 are owned by volunteer
companies. These are staffed primarily with volunteers but
must have at least 3 paid professionals per shift.

Fairfax has a county standard of 5-minute travel response
time. This translates into an average of 2.67 milea that
are travelled at the average speed of 32 miles per hour.

3 Gloucester has two fire stations in the southern part of
the County, each covering about 2.5 square miles. In the
northern, rural part of the County, two stations cover 3.8
square miles each.
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4 Roancke County has 47 paid professionals and 550
volunteers. The paid professicnals man the stations during
day~time hours. Each fire station serves an 8-10 sguare
mile radius, with a goal of 5 square milses.

5 stafford County has 8 voluntzer fire dspartments, and 35
volunteer rescue squads., In addition, the Fredericksburg
Rescue Squad serves one-third of the County.

6 Virginia Beach has :02 volunteer and 322 professional fire
staff; and about 550 volunteer regcue staff. There are 11
rescue squads and 16 fire stations.

The average costs of a new fire station is $375,000. This
is for a 5,000 square foot station, with average costs of
$75/square foot. In Fairfax County, the most recently-built
fire station cost $1,600,000. For more rural localities
which rely heavily on volunteer squads, often the stations
are built with private funds, or only partial local support.
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SENATE BILL NO. ............ HOUSE BILL NO.

------------

A BILL to amend and reenact § 15.1-491 of the Code of Virginia, and to
amend the Code of Virginia by adding in Chapter 11 of Title 15.1
an article numbered 8.1, consisting of sections numbered
15.1-498.1 through 15.1-498.10, relating to permitted provisions
in zoning ordihances and authorizing certain counties, cities and
towns to impose impact fees for road improvements.

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of Virgania:

1. That § 15.1-491 of the Code of Virginia is amended and reenacted,
and the Code of Virginia is amended by adding in Chapter 11 of Title
15.1 an artaicle numbered 8.1, consisting of sections numbered
15.1-498.1 through 15.1-498.10, as follows:

§ 15.1-491. Permitted provisions in ordinances; amendments.--A
zoning ordinance may include, among other things, reasonable
regulations and provisions as to any or all of the following matteré:

(a) For variances as defined in § 15.1-430 (p) or special
exceptions as defined in § 15.1-430 (1) to the general regulations in
any district in cases of unusual situations or to ease the transition
from one distraict to another, or for buildings, structures or uses
having special requirements, and for conditional zoning as defined in
§ 15.1-430 (g) and fer the adeptreny zm . _

In (1) counties, or towns, therein which have planning
commissions, wherein the urban county executive form of government s
in effect, e¥ zn (11) a city completely surrounded by such a county,

er xn (111) a county contiguous to any such county, er an (iv) a
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city completely surrounded by such a contiguous county, er zm (V) any
town within such contiguous county, and 2n ke (vi) counties east of

the Chesapeake Bay or ({vii) any county, city or town to whom Articl

8.1 of this chapter 1s applicable, for the adoption as a part of an

amendment to the zoning map of reasonable conditions, ain addition to
the regulations provided for the zoning dastrict by the ordinance,
when such conditions shall have been proffered in wraiting, in advance
of the public hearing before the governing body required by § 15.1-493
by the owner of the property which is the subject of the proposed
zoning map amendment. Once proffered and accepted as part of an
amendment to the zoning ordinance, such conditions shall continue ain
full force and effect until a subsequent amendment changes the zoning
on the property covered by such conditions; provided, however, that
such condaitions shall continue 1f the subsequent amendment 1s part of
a comprehensive implementation of a new or substantially revised
zoning ordinance.

(b) For the temporary application of the ordinance to any
property coming into the terratorial jurisdiction of the governing
body by annexation or otherwise, subsequent to the adoption of the
zoning ordinance, and pending the orderly amendment of the ordinance..

(¢) For the granting of special exceptions under suitable
regulations and safeguards; and notwithstanding any other provisions
of this article, the governing body of any city, county or town may
reserve unto 1tself the right to issue such special exceptions.

{d) For the administration and enforcement of the ordinance
including the appointment or designation of a zoning administrater who
may also hold another office in the county or municaipality. The zoning

administrator shall have all necessary authority on behalf of the
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governing body to administer and enforce the zoning ordinance,
including the ordering in writing of the remedying of any condition
found in violation of the ordinance, and the bringing of legal action
to insure compliance with the ordinance, including injunction,
abatement, or other appropriate action or proceeding.

{e) For the imposition of penalties upon conviction of any
viclation of the zoning ordinance. Any such violation shall be a
misdemeanor punishable by a fine of not less than $10 nor more than
$1,000.

{f£) For the collection of fees to cover the cost of making
inspections, issuing permits, advertising of notices and other
expenses incident to the administfation of a zoning ordinance or to
the filing or processing of any appeal or amendment thereto.

(g) For the amendment of the regulations or district maps from
time to time, or for their repeal. Whenever the public necessity,
convenience, general welfare, or good zoning practice require, the
governing body may by ordinance amend, supplement, or change the .
regulations, district boundaries, or classifications of property. Any
such amendment may be initiated (i) by resolution of the governing
body, or (ii}) by motion of the local commission, or (iii) by petition
of the owner, contract purchasér with the owner's written consent, or
the owner's agent therefor, of the property which is the subject of
the proposed zoning map amendment, addressed to the governing body or
the ldcal commission, who shall forward such petition to the governing
body; provided, that the ordinance may provide for the consideration
of proposed amendments only at specified intervals of time, and may
further provide that substantially the same petition will not be
reconsidered within a specific period, not exceeding one year. Any
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such resolution or motion by such governing body or commission
proposing the rezoning shall state the above public purposes therefor.

In any county having adopted such zoning ordinance all motions,
resolutions or petitions for amendment to the zoning ordinance, and/or
map shall be acted upon and a decision made within such reasonable
time as may be necessary which shall not exceed twelve months unless
the applicant requests or consents to action beyond such period.

(h) For the submission and approval of a plan of development

O 0 N 0 N s W N

prior to the issuance of building permits to assure compliance with

10 regulations contained in such zoning ordinance.

11 The ordinance may also provide that petitions brought by property
12 owners, contract purchasers or the agents thereof, shall be sworn to
13 under ocath before a notary public or other official before whom ocaths
14 may be taken, stating whether or not any member of the local

15 commission or governing body has any interest in such property, either
16 individually, by ownership of stock in a corporation‘owning such lai
17 or partnership, or whether a member of the immediate household of any

18 member of the commission or governing body has any such interest.

19 . Article 8.1.
20 Road Impact Fees.
21 §15.1f498.1. Applicability of article.--This article shall apply

22 to any county or city which has had population growth of ten percent

23 or more from the next to latest to latest decennial census vear, based

24 on popﬁlation raported by the United States Bureau of the Census.

25 However, this measurement shall not be used until after the RBureau has

26 reported the 1990 census., Until the 1990 census is reported, any

27 county or city instead may qualify if it has had an estimated

28 population growth of ten percent or more from 1980 to the most recen*
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on-site construction of roads which a developer may be required to

provide pursuant to §15.1-466.

§15.1-498.3. Service areas or districts to be established.--The

county, city or town shall delineate one or more service areas or

districts within 1ts jurisdiction, each area or distraict havaing

clearly related traffic needs. Impact fees collected from new

development within a service area shall be expended for road

improvements within that service area. A service area may encompass

more than one rocad improvement project.

§15.1-498.4. Adoption of road 1mpxovéments program.--Prior to

adopting a system of impact fees, the county, city or town shall

conduct an assessment of road improvement needs within a service area

and shall adopt a road improvements plan for the area showing the new

roads proposed to be constructed and the existing roads to be improved

or expanded and the schedule for undertaking such construction,

improvement or expansion. Once adopted, the road improvements plan

shall be incorporated into the capital improvements plan or, in the

case of the counties where applicable, the six-~year plan for secondary

road construction pursuant to §33.1-70.01.

The county, city or town shall adopt the road i1mprovements plan

after holding a duly advertised public hearing. The public hearing

notice shall identify the service area or areas to be designated, and

shall include a summary of the needs assessment and the assumptions

upon which the assessment 1s based, and information as to how a copy

of the complete study may be examined. A copy of the complete study

shall be available for public inspection and copying at reasonable

times prior to the public hearaing.

The county, city or town at a minimum shall include the followine
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items in assessing road improvement needs and preparing a road

improvements plan:

1. An analysis of the existing capacity, current usage and

existing commitments to future usage of existing roads. If the

current usage and commitments exceed the existing capacity of such

roads, the locality also shall determine the costs of improving such

roads to meet such demand.

2. The proijected need for and costs of construction of new roads

or improvement or expansion of existing roads attributable in whole or

in part to projected new development. Road improvement needs shall be

projected for the service area when fully developed in accord with the

comprehensive plan and, if full development is projected to occur more

than ten vears in the future, at the end of a ten-year period. The

assumptions with regard to land uses, densities, intensities, and

population upon which road improvement projections are based shall be

presented.

3. The total number of new service units projected for the

service area when fully developed and, if full development is

projected to occur more than ten vears in the future, at the end of a

ten-yvear period. A "service unit" is a standardized measure of

traffic use or generation. The locality shall develop a table or

method for attributing service units to various types of development

and land use, including but not limited to residential, commercial and

industrial uses.

§15.1-498.5. Adoption of impact fee and schedule.--After

adoption of a road improvement program, the county, city or town may

adopt an ordinance establishing a system of impact fees to fund or

recapture all or any part of the cost of providing road improvements
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required by new development. The ordinance shall set forth the

schedule of impact fees.

§15.1-498.6. When impact fees assessed and imposed.--The amou

of impact fees to be imposed on a specific development or subdivision

shall be determined before or at the time the site plan is appro&ed.

The ordinance may specify that the fee is to be imposed at the time of

the issuance of a building permit or the time of issue of a

certificate of occupancy. The ordinance may provide that fees (i) may

be paid in lump sum or (ii) be paid on installment at a reasonable

rate of interest for a fixed number of years. The county, city or

town by ordinance may provide for negotiated agreements with the owner

of the property as to the time and method of paving the impact fees.

The maximum fee to be imposed shall be determined by dividing (i)

projected road improvement costs in the service area when fully

developed by the number of projected service units when fully

developed, or {(ii) for a reasonable period of time, but not less thw

ten years, by dividing the projected costs necessitated by development

in the next ten years by the service units projected to be created in

the next ten vears.

§15.1-498.7. Credits against impact fee.--The value of any

dedication, contribution or construction from the developer for

off-site road improvements within the service area shall be treated as

a credit against the impact fees imposed on the developer's project.

The locality also shall calculate and credit against impact fees

(i) the extent to which developments have already contributed to the

cost of existing roads which will serve the development, (ii) the

extent to which the new development will contribute to the cost of

existing roads, and (iii) the extent to which new development will
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contribute to the cost of road improvements in the future other than

through impact fees.

§15.1-498.8. Updating plan and amending impact fee.-~The county,

city or town shall update the needs assessment and the assumptions and

projections at least once every two yvears. The road improvement plan

shall be updated at least every two vears to reflect current

assumptions and projections. The impact fee schedule may be amended to

reflect any substantial changes in such assumptions and projections.

§15.1-498.9. Use of proceedé.--A separate road improvement fund

or account shall be established for the service area and all funds

collected through impact fees shall be deposited in such

interest-bearing fund or account. Interest earned on deposits shall

become funds of the account. The expenditure of funds from the

account shall be only for road improvements within the service area as

set out in the road improvement plan for the service area or district.

§15.1-498.10. Refund of impact fees.~--The county, city or town

shall refund any impact fee or portion thereof for which construction

of a project is not completed within a reasonable period of time, not

to exceed ten years, or if included within a county's six-vear

secondary road improvements program, not to exceed six years.

Upon completion of a project, the county, city or town shall

recalculate the impact fee based on the actual cost of the

improvement. It shall refund the difference if the impact fee paid

exceeds actual cost by more than fifteen percent. Refunds shall be

made to the record owner of the property at the time the refund is

made.
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